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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

Claim 20 objected to because of the following informalities: "compare" should be 
changed to "comparing". Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. A program product is non-statutory. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 2, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Prologo et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,823,478) in view of Ashley et al. (2004/0088142). 

As per claims 1 and 21, Prologo discloses a method for implementing autonomic 
testing and verification of software fix programs comprising the steps of: 
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receiving a software fix program (column 1, lines 44-49; Note: the environment 
changes represent the software fix program); 

sequentially applying each patch of said software fix program to a software 
product (column 4, lines 36-41; Note: is understood that if each change to the 
environment is tested in this manner, they are applied sequentially); and 

testing said software product responsive to each said sequentially applied patch 
(column 1, line 60- column 2, line 12). 

Prologo fails to disclose a method where the software fix program comes with 
multiple patches although Prologo does disclose amethod where each environment 
change (patch) is tested (column 4, lines 36-41). 

Ashley discloses a method comprising 

said software fix program including multiple patches (paragraph 71; Note: the 
patch bundle represents the software fix program). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the patch bundle described by Ashley in the method 
described by Prologo. It would have been obvious because a remote server may need 
to send more than one patch/ environment change at a given time (paragraph 71). 

As per claim 2, Ashley discloses a method for implementing autonomic testing 
and verification of software fix programs wherein said software fix program includes a 
program temporary fix (PTF); 

said PTF including multiple patches or programs (paragraph 71). 
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Claims 3-5 and 8-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Prologo in view of Ashley as applied to claims 1 and 2 above, and further in view of 
Juettner et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,615,333). 

Prologo and Ashley are relied upon for reasons state in the previous section. 

Prologo and Ashley fail to disclose an isolation manager. 

Juettner discloses a method for implementing autonomic testing and verification 
of software fix programs including the step of providing an isolation manager for 
receiving said PTF and for sequentially applying each patch or program of said multiple 
patches or programs of said PTF to said software product (column 1 , line 64- column 2, 
line 13; column 2, lines 39-40; Note: In this integration technique, each object (or 
subprogram) is integrated sequentially and then tested. The PTF is represented by the 
all the objects presented together before they have been integrated). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the integration technique as disclosed by Juettner in the 
method disclosed by Prologo and Ashley. It would have been obvious because 
integration testing allows for testing how the program parts will interact when each part 
is integrated (column 3, line 39-40). 

As per claim 4, Prologo discloses a method for implementing autonomic testing 
and verification of software fix programs includes the step of providing a user interface 
coupled to said isolation manager for receiving user input selections and reporting 
results to the user (column 2, lines 45-47; column 6, lines 4-34). 
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As per claim 5, Ashley discloses a method for implementing autonomic testing 
and verification of software fix programs wherein the step of receiving said software fix 
program or said program temporary fix (PTF) includes receiving a set of PTFs, each 
said PTF containing multiple patches or programs (paragraph 71). 

Prologo and Ashley fail to disclose a method where each patch is sequentially 
applied to the software product (column 1, line 64- column 2, line 13; column 2, lines 39- 
40). 

Juettner discloses a method wherein each patch or program contained in said 
group of PTFs is sequentially applied to said software product. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the integration technique as disclosed by Juettner in the 
method disclosed by Prologo and Ashley. It would have been obvious because 
integration testing allows for testing how the program parts will interact when each part 
is integrated (column 3, line 39-40). 

As per claim 8, Prologo and Ashley fail to disclose an isolation manager. 

Juettner discloses a method for implementing autonomic testing and verification 
of software fix programs includes providing an isolation manager for receiving said 
software fix program or said program temporary fix (PTF) and for sequentially applying 
each patch or program of said multiple patches or programs of said software fix 
program or said program temporary fix (PTF) to said software product; and wherein a 
test program and expected test results are input to the isolation manager; said isolation 
manager sequentially applies iterations of each patch or program of the multiple 
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patches or programs of said software fix program or said program temporary fix (PTF) 
and different combinations of the patches or programs to the software product and calls 
the test program for each applied iteration to the software product (column 1 , line 64- 
column 2, line 13; column 2, lines 39-40; Note: In this integration technique, each object 
(or subprogram) is integrated sequentially and then tested. The PTF is represented by 
the all the objects presented together before they have been integrated). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the integration technique as disclosed by Juettner in the 
method disclosed by Prologo and Ashley. It would have been obvious because 
integration testing allows for testing how the program parts will interact when each part 
is integrated (column 3, line 39-40). 

. As per claim 9, Prologo discloses a method for implementing autonomic testing 
and verification of software fix programs wherein said isolation manager compares test 
results with the expected test results for each applied iteration (column 1, line 60- 
column 2, line 12) and notifies the user when the test results are different from the 
expected test results (column 5, lines 64-67; Note: using email is a way to display the 
results to the user). . 

As per claim 10, Prologo and Ashley fail to disclose an isolation manager. 

Juettner discloses a method for implementing autonomic testing and verification 
of software fix programs includes providing an isolation manager for receiving said 
software fix program or said program temporary fix (PTF) and for sequentially applying 
each patch or program of said multiple patches or programs of said software fix 
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program or said program temporary fix (PTF) to said software product; and wherein a 
test program is input to the isolation manager; said isolation manager sequentially 
applies iterations of each patch or program of the multiple patches or programs of said 
software fix program or said program temporary fix (PTF) and different combinations of 
said patches or programs to the software product and calls the test program for each 
applied iteration to the software product (column 1, line 64- column 2, line 13; column 2, 
lines 39-40; Note: In this integration technique, each object (or subprogram) is 
integrated sequentially and then tested. The PTF is represented by the all the objects 
presented together before they have been integrated). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the integration technique as disclosed by Juettner in the 
method disclosed by Prologo and Ashley. It would have been obvious because 
integration testing allows for testing how the program parts will interact when each part 
is integrated (column 3, line 39-40). 

As per claim 1 1 , Prologo discloses a method for implementing autonomic testing 
and verification of software fix programs wherein said isolation manager saves test 
results in a results table for each applied iteration to the software product (column 5, 
lines 50-53) and displays said test results to the user (column 5, lines 64-67; Note: 
using email is a way to display the results to the user). 
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Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Prologo and Ashley as applied to claims 1 and 2 above, and further in view of Juettner 
and Wygodny et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,657,438). 

Prologo and Ashley are relied upon for reasons stated in the previous section. 

As per claim 6, Prologo and Ashley fail to disclose an isolation manager. 

Juettner discloses a method for implementing autonomic testing and verification 
of software fix programs includes providing an isolation manager for receiving said 
software fix program or said program temporary fix (PTF) and for sequentially applying 
each patch or program of said multiple patches or programs of said software fix 
program or said program temporary fix (PTF) to said software product; and wherein said 
isolation manager applies a patch or program of the multiple patches or programs of 
said software fix program or said program temporary fix (PTF) to said software product 
(column 1, line 64- column 2, line 13; column 2, lines 39-40; Note: In this integration 
technique, each object (or subprogram) is integrated sequentially and then tested. The 
PTF is represented by the all the objects presented together before they have been 
integrated). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the integration technique as disclosed by Juettner in the 
method disclosed by Prologo and Ashley. It would have been obvious because 
integration testing allows for testing how the program parts will interact when each part 
is integrated (column 3, line 39-40). 
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Prologo, Ashley and Juettner fail to disclose a method where the user is notified 
of said program and waits for a user option of next or done. 

Wygodny discloses notifying the user of said patch or program applied to said 
software product, and waits for a user option of next or done (column 2, line 64- column 
3, line 5). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the user option as disclosed by Wygodny in the method 
described by Prologo, Ashley, and Juettner. It would have been obvious because 
Wygodny allows the user to select the test most desired (column 2, line 64- column 3, 
line 5). 

As per claim 7, Wygodny discloses a method for implementing autonomic testing 
and verification of software fix programs wherein said isolation manager, responsive to 
receiving said next user option, applies a next program of the multiple programs of said 
software fix program or said program temporary fix (PTF) to a software product, notifies 
the user of the next patch or next program applied to the software product, and waits for 
a user option of next or done (column 2, line 64- column 3, line 5). 

Claims 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Prologo, Ashley, and Juettner as applied to claims 10 and 1 1 above, and further in view 
of Gross et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,371 ,883). 

Prologo, Ashley, and Juettner are relied upon for reasons stated in the previous 
section. 
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Prologo, Ashley, and Juettner fail to disclose an isolation manager that compares 
the test results. 

Gross discloses a method for implementing autonomic testing and verification of 
software fix programs wherein said isolation manager compares all test results to each 
other test result to identify a problem patch or program (column 7, lines 58-68; Note: 
since it is also shown that error recover is performed at the control program (column 8, 
lines 1-9), it is understood that the test results are used to identify a problem program). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the test result comparison as described by Gross in the 
method described by Prologo, Ashley, and Juettner. It would have been obvious 
because Gross would allow all the tests to be compared which would help in 
determining the faulty programs are interacting (column 7, lines 58-68). 

Claims 13, 14, and 17-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Juettner in view of Prologo. 

As per claim 13, Juettner discloses an apparatus for implementing autonomic 
testing and verification of software fix programs or program temporary fixes (PTFs) 
comprising: 

an isolation manager for receiving a PTF containing a plurality of programs 
(column 1, line 64- column 2, line 13; column 2, lines 39-40); 

said isolation manager for sequentially applying each program of said multiple 
programs of said PTF to said software product; and for testing said software product 
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responsive to each said sequentially applied program (column 1, line 64- column 2, line 
13; column 2, lines 39-40). 

Juettner fails to disclose a user interface for receiving inputs and reporting 
results. 

Prologo discloses a user interface coupled to said isolation manager for receiving 
user input selections and reporting results to a user (column 2, lines 45-47; column 6, 
lines 4-34; Note: the user interface can input where the error results are sent which 
would including the CPU from* which the user interface is on). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the user interface as described by Prologo in the 
apparatus described by Juettner. It would have been obvious because the user 
interface allows a user to control different aspects of the tests to be performed (column 
6, lines 4-34). 

As per claim 14, Juettner discloses an apparatus for implementing autonomic 
testing and verification of software fix programs wherein said isolation manager is 
responsive to receiving a set of PTFs, for sequentially applying each program contained 
in said set of PTFs to said software product, and for testing said software product 
responsive to each said sequentially applied program (column 1 , line 64- column 2, line 
13; column 2, lines 39-40). 

As per claim 17, Juettner discloses an apparatus for implementing autonomic 
testing and verification of software fix programs wherein said isolation manager is 
responsive to receiving a test program; for sequentially applying iterations of each 
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program of the multiple programs of the PTF and different combinations of the programs 
to the software product and for calling said test program for each applied iteration to the 
software product (column 1, line 64- column 2, line 13; column 2, lines 39-40). 

As per claim 18, Prologo discloses an apparatus for implementing autonomic 
testing and verification of software fix programs wherein said isolation manager is 
responsive to receiving expected test results for comparing test results with said 
expected test results for each applied iteration (column 1, line 60- column 2, line 12) 
and for notifying the user when said test results are different from said expected test 
results (column 5, lines 64-67; Note: using email is a way to display the results to the 
user). 

As per claim 19, Prologo discloses an apparatus for implementing autonomic 
testing and verification of software fix programs wherein said isolation manager is 
adapted for saving test results in a results table for each applied iteration to the software 
product (column 5, lines 50-53) and for displaying said test results to the user (column 
5, lines 64-67; Note: using email is a way to display the results to the user). 

Claims 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Prologo and Juettner as applied to claim 13 above, and further in view of 
Wygodny. 

Prologo and Juettner are relied upon for reasons stated in the' previous section. 
As per claim 15, Prologo and Juettner fail to disclose a method where the user is 
notified of said program and waits for a user option of next or done. 
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Wygodny discloses an apparatus for implementing autonomic testing and 
verification of software fix programs wherein said isolation manager is responsive to a 
manual isolation user option, for applying a program of the multiple programs of the PTF 
to said software product, for notifying the user of the program applied to said software 
product, and for waiting for a user option of next or done, (column 2, line 64- column 3, 
line 5). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made io include the user option as disclosed by Wygodny in the 
apparatus described by Prologoand Juettner. It would have been obvious because 
Wygodny allows the user to select the test most desired (column 2, line 64- column 3, 
■ line 5). 

As per claim 16, Wygodny discloses an apparatus for implementing autonomic 
testing and verification of software fix programs wherein said isolation manager is 
responsive to receiving said next user option for applying a next program of the multiple 
programs of the PTF to said software product, for notifying the user of the next program 
applied to the software product, and for waiting for a user option of next or done 
(column 2, line 64- column 3, line 5). 

Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Prologo 
and Juettner as applied to claim 19 above, and further in view of Gross. 

Prologo and Juettner are relied upon for reasons stated in the previous section. 
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Prologo and Juettner fail to disclose an isolation manager that compares the test 
results. . 

Gross discloses an apparatus for implementing autonomic testing and verification 
of software fix programs wherein said isolation manager compares all test results to 
each other test result to identify a problem patch or program (column 7, lines 58-68; 
Note: since it is also shown that error recover is performed at the control program 
(column 8, lines 1-9), it is understood that the test results are used to identify a problem 
program). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the test result comparison as described by Gross in the 
method described by Prologo, Ashley, and Juettner. It would have been obvious 
because Gross would allow all the tests to be compared which would help in 
determining the faulty programs are interacting (column 7, lines 58-68). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David G. Gentry whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2570. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Scott Baderman can be reached on (571) 272-3644. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Applicationlnformation Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




